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 Harold/Greg,
I have reviewed Techlaw's comments on the subject document and am forwarding them you
below as EPA's official comments. Leave me a voicemail at 415.744.2158 if you have any
questions. jc
 
 
---------------------- Forwarded by James Chang/R9/USEPA/US on 09/28/2000 08:09 AM ---------------------------
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IBalkissoon@techlawinc.com on 09/22/2000 04:10:40 PM
 

To: James Chang/R9/USEPA/US@EPA

cc:  

Subject: October Groundwater Monitoring Event SAP Review Deliverable

Fax to:

 

 

 

 
Hello James- 
Attached is the above mentioned deliverable. 
I hope all is going well. 
Cheers, 
Indira 
 

 

  
 
 



September 22, 2000

Mr. James Chang (SFD-8-1)						

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency	

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105



Subject:	Contract No. 68-W-98-0220 / WA No. 220-11-Q7LW George/Norton Air Force Base Work Assignment Review of Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan

Addendum, Operable Units 1 and 3, Basewide Groundwater Monitoring

Program October 2000 Event, George Air Force Base, September 2000



Dear Mr. Chang,



Enclosed please find TechLaw’s review of the  Review of Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan Addendum Operable

Units 1 and 3, Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program October 2000 Event, George Air Force

Base, dated September 2000 (the SAP).  TechLaw conducted a detailed review on the document.



TechLaw’s review found that the SAP does not provide sufficient information to ensure that the

wells proposed for sampling will produce valid, representative groundwater analytical data and

water level measurements. No rationale is provided to indicate that the proposed monitoring wells

will monitor similar zones of the upper aquifer. 



This review is through electronic mail (via Internet) in WordPerfect® Version 8.0.  A hard copy of

the evaluation will also be submitted with this cover letter.  Thank you for the opportunity to

provide U. S. EPA with technical services at George Air Force Base.  TechLaw looks forward to

working with you in the future.  Should you have any questions, please call me at (415) 281-8733,

ext. 23.



Sincerely,

		



Indira Balkissoon

Site Manager



copy to:	Angela Commisso, Region 9 w/o attachment

		P. Brown-Derocher, Central Files

					





GEORGE AIR FORCE BASE

Victorville, California





Review of Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan Addendum Operable Units 1 and 3, Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Program October 2000 Event

George Air Force Base, 

September 2000







Submitted to:



Mr. James Chang

EPA Work Assignment Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region IX (SFD-8-1)

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105







Prepared by:



TechLaw, Inc.

530 Howard Street, Suite 400

	San Francisco, California 94105
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September 22, 2000					



Review of Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan Addendum Operable Units 1 and 3, Basewide

Groundwater Monitoring Program October 2000 Event

George Air Force Base, September 2000



General Comments:





1.	Please incorporate the tables showing monitoring well screen elevations and sample point rationale (forwarded to the reviewers priorsubsequent to the SAP) into the next version of the SAP.



2.	The objectives of the SAP are to collect valid, representative groundwater analytical data and water level measurements to ensure compliance with the OU 1 and OU 3 Records of

Decision (RODs). The information provided in the SAP does not adequately show that the

proposed monitoring wells are located in similar zones within the aquifers. For example,

MW–102, proposed to monitor elevated concentrations around NZ-55 (as shown in the

rationale table that was forwarded separately from the SAP), is screened at a different depth

than NZ-55. The MW-102, top of screen is 2,683 feet above mean sea level (ft msl) while

the top of the NZ-55 screen is at 2,727 ft msl, a 44 foot difference. The screened intervals

for both wells is 20 feet. Also, groundwater elevations collected in April 2000 was 2715.88

ft msl in MW-102 and 2732.67 in NZ-55, a difference of 15.22 feet. A better choice to

assess if the elevated VOC concentrations detected in groundwater samples collected from

NZ-55 are affecting downgradient groundwater would be MW-103, because it has a similar

top of screen elevation of 2729 ft msl and an April 2000 groundwater elevation of 2737.5 ft

msl.  An analysis of screened intervals and prior groundwater elevation results for the

proposed monitoring wells would ensure that the monitoring program is evaluating similar

zones in the upper aquifer. Please revise the text to provide rationale for the selection of the

monitoring wells including an evaluation of the proposed monitoring wells screened interval

and groundwater elevations to ensure that the Air Force is collecting sufficient data to be

able to assess groundwater quality in all zones within the upper and lower aquifers.



Specific Comments:



1.	Table 2-1: It is not clear why well locations MW-01 and NZ-28A are proposed for this monitoring event since no screen information is known about these wells. Please revise the

SAP to include rationale for proposing the MW-01 and NZ-28A monitoring wells.



2.	Figure 2-1: Please clarify why several monitoring wells are shown at the same location and how the decision is made regarding which well’s data is used for VOC concentration

contouring. For example FT-02 is shown at the same location as FT-05. The FT-02 TCE

concentration is 59.4 ug/l. While the FT-05 TCE concentration is 220 ug/l. The upper aquifer TCE concentration map is contoured using the FT-05 TCE concentration. NZ-11

and NZ-30 are also shown at the same location and differ in TCE concentrations. Please

revise the figure to clarify the differences betwenen the wells shown at the same location and

include rationale for the decision to use one monitoring well result versus another to create

the TCE contour map.



3.	Section 3.2 Sample Analysis Summary, page 3-3: The third paragraph discusses wells NZ- 63, NZ-64, NZ-65 and NZ-66 and explains that dieldrin has historically been present at

these locations. This statement differs from the discussion of these wells in the Groundwater

Pesticide Investigation Sampling and Analysis Addendum (the Pesticide SAP). The

Groundwater Pesticide Investigation SAP discusses the presence of dieldrin in NZ-63 and

NZ-66 and does not mention wells NZ-64 and NZ-65. Please revise the text to resolve this

discrepancy be consistent with the Groundwater Pesticide Investigation SAP. Also, the text should cross-

reference the Groundwater Pesticide Investigation SAP.



4.	Figure 3-1: Provides the well locations for the October Monitoring Event in green and blue. ink  However, several monitoring wells proposed by HydroGeoLogic for the October 2000

monitoring event for OU-2 are also included in the SAP. The overlapping wells are NZ-51,

MW-102 and MW-103. Please revise the text to include rationale for the overlap of these

three monitoring wells between the SAP and the HydroGeoLogic monitoring programs for

October.



